Introduction
The term "black sheep effect" in social psychological research was coined by José Marques and his colleagues in the 1980s to describe the phenomenon in which ingroup norm-deviance is viewed more harshly than the corresponding behaviour of outgroup members. Deviant ingroup members present a challenge to the positive identity of the ingroup which has to be somehow resolved. 1 "Outgroup homogeneity effect", on the other hand, refers to the social identity process whereby outgroup members are perceived to be more similar to each other than ingroup members among themselves, and the perception of the outgroup is often coloured by the most negative stereotype available. 2 In this article, I will ask if markers of these phenomena can be identified in the Community Rule of Qumran and what significance these social psychological processes have for our understanding of this particular rule text and, more broadly, the Qumran movement.
In general, identity is based on perceptions of sameness and difference. I assume that the gathering of people around common ideals of studying, providing counsel, worshipping and/or having meals together already established a shared ingroup identity for the people we may call the Qumran movement. In recent research, even the "sectarian" scrolls are no longer seen as reflective of only one strict community living on the shore of the Dead Sea, but rather of a wide socio-religious movement with internal variation and change. misleading, since none of the fragmentary remains of the 4QS and 5QS manuscripts preserve anything close to 1QS. Textual forms vary from manuscript to manuscript, and the inclusion and preservation of various textual sections vary greatly as well. We can safely say that no manuscript was identical to another, even though the fragmentary nature of the evidence does not allow us to be more specific about how. There is growing awareness that 1QS is in fact a quite unique manuscript, and although there is no consensus about its nature, it should be studied as an exemplar of existing rule traditions, not the only one, and perhaps not necessarily the major one. 7 Thus, it is not assumed here that this manuscript is the most representative of the Qumran movement membership, yet it is still held that this manuscript, along with other rule manuscripts, reflects some of the promoted contours and dynamics of membership, and it is therefore a useful example to study in terms of the identity issues at hand.
Another methodological note is in order here. To study ingroup/outgroup differentiation is a social-psychological question and not directly a historical question of members and their opponents. What a manuscript like 1QS offers is foremost an ingroup (ideal) perspective, but on which ingroup(s) and which situations? Social identity is always context-dependent, varying in terms of levels of abstraction (e.g. human/non-human, male/female, educated/noneducated, full member/novice), and it reflects an individual's perception of him/herself as a group member. To grasp how a member of the Qumran movement may have identified him/herself 8 in different situations and what was seen as most important in relation to social identity is another matter than reading about membership rules, ideals, and teachings, often in collectivizing language, as we are not even sure for which group and occasion this manuscript Newsom reads 1QS in terms of formation of "sectarian identity", arguing that the "document's function has more to do with formation than information" (p. 103). 8 Membership language in 1QS uses masculine forms and nouns, and I will discuss the issue in terms of this language when discussing the text passages. However, 1QSa and CD clearly reflect a family setting, and females had their obligations as well; see further C. Wassén, Women in the Damascus Document (Academica Biblica 21; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2005).
was intended. Here we have to theorize on the basis of imagined communities, or textualized identities. 9 We cannot get a full grasp of the sectarian identity in all possible situations. What we can get is texts that most probably sought to achieve further positive distinctiveness and stronger identification with the group. Thus, while social identity is not clearly and directly accessible through the textual evidence, to approach this evidence in terms of a social identity approach will raise new questions about the data and suggest new answers to the study of membership as well. It provides theoretical tools for thinking about the individual member (whose identity it was always about), the collective processes that have taken place over time, and the dynamism needed in order to talk about identity (being context-dependent, non-stable, and hierarchical) in the first place.
I will first study some central starting points from social identity research that provide basic concepts and a theoretical framework, starting with more fundamental issues (categorization and social cognition), moving towards more specific themes (outgroup homogeneity and the black sheep effect), and then analysing some of the S material in light of those perspectives.
Categorization
Categorization, including social categorization, is an ongoing human ability to make sense of the world. But what is it exactly and why does it take place? Revisiting this question, Penelope Oakes, Alexander Haslam, and John Turner argue that evidence is lacking for understanding categorization as simplifying information because of a limited capacity to process information.
10 Instead, they propose that perception always entails categorizing. Abundant information is meaningless if not placed in classes: "Categorization gives a stimulus meaning through placement."
11 Thus, categorization does not take place due to an overload of information, but because humans need more information than is available; categorization creates expectations about a stimulus, its properties and effects. By categorizing people into men or women, old or young, elite or not, rich or poor, religious or not, for example, humans obtain expectations of their behaviour. Categorization changes uncategorized stimuli into "objects and events with human relevance and elaborated meaning" at one level of abstraction.
12
-----Furthermore, there are no fixed, determined theories of the world that promote the salience of certain properties against some other properties. The salience emerges in the interaction between context-based categories (theories of the world seen apt for a certain situation and purpose) and real material properties in the environment. "Information is what the perceiver needs to know at any given moment in order to construct a meaningful representation of the reality, and to achieve their goals."
13 These perspectives are important for any study of human categories and social perception.
Social Cognition and Social Self
Social identity starts with categorization and perceiving oneself as more similar to one group of individuals than to another group of individuals: the differences with the outgroup members are greater than the differences among the ingroup members. In any given context, similarities between the ingroup members are regarded as greater and as more significant than their differences (accentuation of intragroup similarities and intergroup differences in terms of relevant properties).
14 Social identity theory further claims that the positive aspects of social identities are inherently comparative in nature. In order to achieve positive social identity, members of the group compare themselves to outgroup members and show a biased perception of themselves (thus being selective in the accentuation effect).
15
As positive distinctiveness is established, the group creates social prototypes that represent the desired behaviour of a group member. Group prototypes maximize the inside-outside differences. However, inside differences also begin to emerge when members are evaluated according to their similarity to the group prototype. These differences are needed in order to best maintain the maximal difference from the outgroup and a sense of superiority.
----- 15 In light of these perspectives, the positive distinctiveness of a Qumran movement member in all likelihood was related to what degree that member compared the movement to other groups and identified with the movement, believing that social change was possible only through it. Members had different expectations for ingroup/outgroup members' behaviour on the basis of categorization and group distinction, and rule texts like 1QS contributed to these types of expectations.
Outgroup Homogeneity Effect
Studies suggest that, in general, people have more varied information about their ingroup than about the outgroup. In other words, people perceive the outgroup as more homogenous than the ingroup. 16 This is understandable as people are more familiar with the ingroup and can retrieve more information about it. 17 However, the homogeneity effect appears both with the ingroup and the outgroup in an intergroup context, that is, when the ingroup is being compared to the outgroup. Only in an intragroup context, when the focus is not on comparison but on the ingroup itself, do the lower-level categories become available and people see more differences between the ingroup members.
18

Black Sheep Effect
As noted above, according to the social identity theory, people are biased in their social evaluations and generally favour ingroup members against outgroup members. However, the black sheep effect seems to defy this tendency, as ingroup deviant behaviour is judged more harshly than corresponding behaviour by the outgroup. How can this be explained?
Overall, members have two options of how to react to ingroup deviance: either to downplay the meaning of the deviance or to derogate/punish the ingroup member (black sheep effect). 19 Both strategies aim to interpret the deviant behaviour as not representative of ingroup behaviour overall. In the first option, undesired ingroup behaviour is often justified by external, situational ----- reasons, whereas undesired outgroup behaviour is explained by dispositional (related to a person's character) reasons. 20 For the second option, let us look at the black sheep effect more closely. Typically, members of one's ingroup are judged more harshly than outgroup members. "People differentiate more strongly between likeable and unlikeable ingroup members than between likeable and unlikeable outgroup members." 21 Even though members of the ingroup should generally be liked more than outgroup members, thus contributing to positive social identity (ingroup bias), deviant ingroup members cause a contradictory effect: since they risk the positive distinctiveness of the ingroup, they are disliked even more than outgroup members who might act in a similar way. 22 Later research has sought to identify further criteria when this effect emerges.
Marques et al. make the distinction between descriptive (denotative) norms that generate intergroup differentiation and prescriptive norms according to which such differentiation is legitimated and evaluated. Descriptive norms define the group prototypes and "are framed by criteria that apply to both ingroup and outgroup". 23 In contrast, prescriptive norms regulate ingroup expectations. Such prescriptive norms are often more reflectively and consciously held. "Once intergroup distinctiveness is established by a denotative norm, ingroup members can devote attention to prescriptive norms that ensure consensus on criteria for positive ingroup evaluation." 24 If an ingroup member behaves against the expected ingroup norms, it creates a situation of confusion and raises the possibility that a non-deviant ingroup member has mistaken the relevant ingroup norms. It leads to heightened selffocus, whereby the member needs to monitor the valued norms, maintain those norms, and actively establish normative influence on deviant members -thus -----20 Otten/Gordijn, "Was It One of Us? How People Cope with Misconduct by Fellow Ingroup Members", 167. Typically, the positive behaviour of the ingroup member is explained by the person's positive character, whereas the positive behaviour of the outgroup member is explained by situational factors. And vice versa, the negative behaviour of the ingroup member is explained by situational factors, whereas the negative behaviour of the outgroup member is explained by their inherent properties. not only supervising distinction from the outgroup but also conformity to norms within the ingroup. "Derogation of ingroup deviants reinforces people's commitment to the group." 25 Research also suggests that the black sheep effect is not directed at deserting members who join the outgroup, but rather those deviant ingroup members who blur the ingroup/outgroup distinction.
26
Sabine Otten and Ernestine Gordijn integrate results from previous studies to suggest three sets of factors that play a role in evaluating the deviant ingroup member (either by excusing the member's behaviour or by punishing the behaviour, such as by excluding the member). 27 The black sheep effect (i.e. judging undesired ingroup behaviour more harshly than the corresponding outgroup behaviour) is clearest when the norm-deviant ingroup behaviour is: 1) connected to ingroup-defining norms (rather than general behavioural norms that are shared by the ingroup and outgroup), and its intent is unambiguous, 2) performed by full members (rather than newcomers or marginal members), or by current or past leaders (rather than future leaders), or 3) judged by a member who identifies strongly with the ingroup (rather than by a member whose identification is weak) and who has cognitive resources to pass judgment (rather than a member whose cognitive capacity in the evaluation situation is occupied by other tasks).
On the contrary, deviant ingroup behaviour may be excused when: 1) it deals with general norms ("everyone can break that norm") and its intent is ambiguous ("it was a mistake"), 2) it is performed by a newcomer ("who did not know any better"), a marginal member ("who is not really one of us"), or a future leader ("to change things, one is allowed some exceptions"), and 3) it is evaluated by a member whose identification with the ingroup is weak ("I do not really care") or a member whose cognitive resources for evaluating the behaviour are limited ("I have other things on my mind"). I will next turn to the 1QS evidence in search of possible signs of the black sheep effect. This first demands a quick look at the sections of 1QS: the cosmic discourse on two spirits (1QS 3:13-4:26) is a tradition in its own right and colours the portrayal of the world in 1QS as having sharp contrasts, light and darkness, truth and falsehood. However, it is possible to read other sections of 1QS without this cosmic duality, and most probably many of its traditions were ----- not originally connected to that tradition. 28 For the most part, 1QS gives the impression that internal hierarchy and order were very important in the rules preserved. These rules are thus comparable to rules of voluntary association in general. 29 On the other hand, the liturgical framework of 1QS (the covenant renewal in the beginning, the hymn in the end) focuses on becoming a member, acting as an ideal member, and striving for an ever fuller understanding of what membership meant.
The discourse on the two spirits is omitted from this analysis as its ideological division is fairly abstract and the dualism can be approached from several angles (e.g. cosmic, ethical, anthropological). 30 It certainly invites members to identify with the right side, but it does not tell much about the nuances in between.
31
More significant for our purposes here are those rules in 1QS that give more concrete advice about how to deal with deviant behaviour and how to maintain distance from outsiders. Again it must be kept in mind that even these rules are not windows into the members' behaviour, but rather instructions intended to affect their attitudes and behaviour.
----- 31 One contrast in the two spirits teaching involves truth ‫)אמת(‬ and injustice ‫.)עולה(‬ The latter term is especially frequent in 1QS 4:9, 17-24, where the perspective is future-oriented, anticipating a time when injustice will no longer be found and human deeds will be free of it. Note the form ‫,עולה‬ in comparison to the more frequent form ‫עול‬ (see below), possibly indicating a distinct tradition of ‫.עולה‬ This form is also used in a similar sense in the final hymn in the context of waiting for judgment day: "The multitude of people of the pit I shall not capture until the Day of Vengeance, yet my fury shall not abate from the people of injustice ‫עולה(‬ ‫,)מאנשי‬ and I shall never be appeased until righteousness be established" (1QS 10:19-20). Freedom from sin is described in purity language in 1QS 4:20-22. This appears to me to be an eschatological vision, and it thus does not imply that all sins were seen as defiling. For the relationship between the two spirits teaching and 4QInstruction, see E.J.C. ) and elsewhere in the rule texts 32 give information about non-normative types of behaviour in meetings and sometimes also outside the meeting context. 33 These penalties (temporary exclusion of non-reliable members and fines in the form of food reduction) were, in my view, most of all meant for maintaining order during meetings and trust in the reliability of collective counselling, but they probably also contributed to ingroup gradation: a member who often received penalties or received severe penalties was likely trusted less (i.e. there was a shaming effect involved). 34 The sections that deal with breaking more foundational rules of the movement are interesting for our purposes, since they go directly to the heart of ingroup/outgroup differentiation. Some of these rules can be seen as conforming to the dynamics of the black sheep effect and reflecting the desire to regulate attitudes about when and when not to excuse deviants.
According to 1QS 8:16b-19, a member who deviates needs to be examined again and then re-integrated back into communal activities and decisionmaking; this person is thus treated like an initiate.
No one belonging to the people of yahad, the covenant of the yahad, who flagrantly deviates from any commandment is to touch the purity belonging to the people of holiness. Further, he is not to participate in any of their deliberations until all his works have been cleansed from injustice ‫,)עול(‬ so that he is again able to walk blamelessly. They shall admit him into deliberations by the decision of the general membership; afterwards, he shall be enrolled at an appropriate rank. This is also the procedure for every initiate added to the yahad. (1QS 8:16b-19) 35 ----- 32 In particular, the Damascus Document has similar penal code material (CD 14:18-23; 4QD a This seems to be a moderate or even lenient position: the deviant can be excused, though he must change his behaviour and still be excluded from the common purity (probably special meals but also other possessions governed by the movement) until appropriate conditions are met. This is noteworthy given the suggestion that he acted deliberately ("flagrantly", lit. "with a high hand"). In a similar vein, the rules in 1QS 7:18b-21 first allow the deviant member "whose spirit deviates from the instruction of the yahad, so that he forsakes the truth and walks in the stubbornness of his heart" (1QS 7:18-19) to be reestablished in his membership after repenting and going through a process of inquiry. The member is punished by exclusion for a time period and by being treated like a novice. These rules are thus comparable to the (other) penal code rules on deviating from assembly rules: the emphasis is on the function of the collective instruction (deliberations) of the members, not on distinguishing the members from outsiders. Anything that risks the natural flow of knowledge and authority of the counsel provided by the assemblies is discouraged by moderate penalties, exclusion, a ranking system, and the possibility of inquiry and reintegration.
However, directly after these rules, some additional conditions are found. The rule in 1QS 8:20-27 makes a distinction between an intentional sinner and an unintentional sinner against the Mosaic Laws -possibly referring to members who have passed their admission process since the language of "blameless holiness" is used of full members in 1QS 8:10-11. Only the unintentional sinner will be purified and granted the same chance as the initiate. The intentional sinner can never return, and none of the covenanters are to do any business with him. In comparison, 1QS 7:22-25 states that if the deviant member has been a member for ten full years, he must leave and never return, and no-one may share any pure things or possessions with him on pain of also being expelled.
The rules suggest that having a penal code of temporary exclusions and rules for the transgression of more foundational communal principles was insufficient: further distinctions needed to be made between types of deviance. the more the member was regarded as belonging to the "inner" circles, the more harshly his transgression was to be viewed. These texts are silent about the corresponding behaviour of the outgroup members. There are no clear distinctions between intentional and unintentional sinners among the outgroup members. 37 Viewing the deviant behaviour of ingroup members negatively gives potential indications of the black sheep effect. Deviance was not excused since the non-normative behaviour was: 1) connected to ingroup-defining norms: the movement members had the ability to follow the instruction and torah as they were part of the counselling and revelation, whereas the outsiders did not; 2) its intent was unambiguous: done "intentionally" (by full members?) or performed by established members (having been members for ten years or more); 3) we may speculate that this deviant behaviour was judged in this manner by members of the movement (authors/editors of 1QS) who found themselves threatened (e.g. boundaries becoming blurred, defectors leaving the group, or competition of resources and followers between groups) and by members who identified strongly with the ingroup: thus the existence of these rules in 1QS reflects possible competition, defection, and a need for further inculcation of suitable attitudes.
There are also other rules in 1QS that potentially contribute to constructing especially negative attitudes towards undesired behaviour: cursing the insincere member (1QS 2:11-18) and deeming the purification and atonement of a person who refused to enter the covenant as non-effective (1QS 2:25-3:12). 38 It is possible that the annual covenant ritual, of which these rules are part, emerged ----- 37 Note that the black sheep effect in theory could also work in reverse -that is, a more positive perception of an ideal outgroup member than of a corresponding ingroup member -if the outgroup member supported the legitimacy of the ingroup norms. This is how Hakola, "The Burden of Ambiguity", 438-55, interprets the character of Nicodemus in the Gospel of John. No markers of such effect are visible in the Community Rule, however. 38 M. Himmelfarb, "Impurity and Sin in 4QD, 1QS, and 4Q512", DSD 8, no. 1 (2001) 9-37, on pp. 30-31, explains that 1QS 2:25-3:12 is describing a person who has shown interest in joining but then refuses; the person is condemned with impurity language that goes beyond the language in Leviticus, rendering the outsider as permanently impure and sinful. However, the person can actually be an insider who refuses to participate in the covenant ritual and its discipline: "he rejects the laws of God, refusing to be disciplined in the yahad of His council" (1QS 3:5-6). G. Holtz, "Purity Conceptions in the Dead Sea Scrolls: 'Ritual-Physical' and 'Moral' Purity in a Diachronic Perspective", in C. Frevel/C. Nihan precisely in order to address the threat of blurred boundaries and defectors, or at least developed in that direction.
Another relevant body of evidence to investigate is the strong thread in the Community Rule (both the 1QS and 4QS b,d manuscripts) on demanding separation, especially in relation to the group called the "people of injustice". I shall turn next to this evidence and the question of how to interpret these rules in light of the black sheep effect and the outgroup homogeneity effect. Here 1QS will be compared to the parallel tradition in 4QS d .
People of Injustice in Community Rule: Outgroup, or Ingroup Deviants?
The "people of injustice" in the Community Rule represent the outgroup since ingroup members needed to be separated from them. However, the matter is not quite this simple. Scholars have noticed that this group is presented ambiguously as comparable to former members or to novices who do not yet have full status and may err. 39 Is this group actually part of the ingroup but presented in strong negative terms (as in the black sheep effect) since they act against the central group norms, or does the title represent the outgroup with whom boundaries need to be established? Both options are possible, but I shall argue that the latter is more likely, at least in the 1QS tradition.
First, I suggest that such rules in the Community Rule are not (only) reflective of denotive norms on the basis of which the group identity was established, as opposed to the outgroup, but rather of prescriptive norms for maintaining positive social identity in the face of threats, blurred boundaries, and normviolations. The evidence in the Community Rule can be read as efforts to manage reactions to ingroup deviants as well as accentuating the outgroup homogeneity in situations where ambiguity may have prevailed, in terms of responding to deviance and determining in relation to which matters ingroup and outgroup members should be distinguished.
In the first place, the people of injustice are encountered in the basic opening statement of 1QS 5//4QS b,d
: 40 ----- 39 Hempel, "The Community and Its Rivals According to the Community Rule from Caves 1 and 4", 47-81, and discussion therein. Hempel notes (p. 57): "Some of the language (touching the purity, wealth, law, judgment) is reminiscent of the admission process -cf. 1QS VI,13b-23 -almost as though we are dealing with reversal of that process." 40 This is partly comparable to CD 15, which gives regulatations about the oath and the teaching but does not demand any separation. This is the rule for the people of the yahad who volunteer to turn from all evil, and to hold fast to all that He, by His good will, has commanded, and to separate themselves from the company of the people of injustice ‫העול(‬ ‫אנשי‬ ‫להבדל‬ ‫)מעדת‬ to be together ‫)ליחד(‬ in law and possessions.
Separation is at the heart of the collective identity of the covenanters: at the same time as they are to be united in law and wealth, they are to separate themselves (or be separated) from people of injustice. 44 This characterizes the shared group beliefs in relation to which the ingroup members perceive themselves vis-a-vis the outgroup, but it also outlines more conscious, prescriptive norms legitimizing the differentiation. The separation rules are very practical. The rules mostly seem to be addressed to the one entering the covenant or to those already inside, and the rules of separation concern purity and meals, law and judgment, possessions and work. The negative view of the people of injustice comes to the fore only in the designation itself and possibly at the end of the section, which pronounces judgment on all who do not know the covenant and represent vanity. However, the language demands a closer look. Whereas the passage begins with rules for the one entering the yahad fellowship, there is inconsistency in the use of the singular and plural forms, as well as the use of the ‫+אל‬jussive and ‫+לא‬imperfect. In three places, the pronoun ‫ואשר‬ appears at the beginning of the sentence. 45 The sentence "they shall not touch the purity of the people of [holine]ss" first stands out from its context with its plural verbal form. There are two options to interpret this: 1) the sentence refers to the preceding people of injustice who are not to touch the purity of the people of holiness, or 2) the sentence concerns the entrants who are not yet fully authorized members in terms of communal purity (cf. 1QS 6:15-23; 8:16b-17). 46 In light of the multistage entrance and re-entrance processes found elsewhere, it is conceivable that this rule originally referred to the novice (perhaps in the singular, as in 1QS; see below), but in this context came to refer to outsiders -or was added to make a link to the multi-stage process. Most translators choose the first option without discussing the second. For example, Charlotte Hempel explains that this sentence bans the people of injustice from having any pure table-fellowship with members, and the following sentence, "let no one eat (sg.) with him in the yahad," forbids taking less formal meals together, outside of the communal ----- 45 However, the first one (4Q258 frg. 1a i, 1b 7) is partly reconstructed, with waw in the beginning, but the preserved trace in the parallel 4QS b (4Q256 frg. 4 8) could, in my view, equally be read as part of an alef (thus only ‫.)אשר‬ The second one (4Q258 frg. 1a i, 1b 8) is completely reconstructed in 4QS d (4Q258), but finds support in 4QS b (4Q256 frg. 4 9). The third one (4Q258 frg. 1a i, 1b 9) lacks the end. 46 The term "people of holiness" would then represent the full members of the movement. In this interpretation, the whole passage could be read as referring to the novice whose property and knowledge are not yet part of the communal pool, and they should not be used as such (see 1QS 6:17-23 and compare CD 15:10-11, which prohibits sharing knowledge about the laws with a novice). However, this reading seems to presuppose the long two-year entrance process, which is not preserved in 4QS d (4Q258). Alternatively, if the passage speaks of the people of injustice, the sentence "let no one of the people of holiness eat [from their possessions, n]o[r take from their hand anythin]g" can be understood as a stricter rule for full members, in distinction to the novices who were perhaps still allowed to accept gifts from outsiders.
setting. 47 Furthermore, the later sentence "let no one of the people of holiness eat from their possessions, nor take from their hand anything" concerns a different issue, the mixing of property and benefitting from the (wealthier?) people of injustice. 48 The other plural form in the end of the passage "they shall not depend on [any of the wor]ks of vanity…" can only be addressed to ingroup members or members becoming as such, since vanity is associated with all who do not know (and do not enter) the covenant. If the first "they" is understood to refer to the outgroup (the people of injustice) and the second "they" to the ingroup, the mixture of singular and plural forms is nevertheless present in the passage; one cannot interpret the text as running smoothly but has to determine the subject in each case. The plural forms of the final sentence "oaths and bans and vows in their mouths", which is only preserved in 4QS d and not found in 1QS, is again interesting and ambiguous from this perspective: are these false oaths, bans, and vows in the mouths of the people of injustice, or are these desired commitments in the mouths of the ingroup members, possibly not to be shared with or heard by members of the outgroup?
For Hempel, the ambiguity as to who the opponents really are points towards their closeness to the covenanters (at least some of them), or possibly closeness in the past. 49 If the latter, it raises the possibility that the people of injustice were at one point seen to be "on the same side" with the covenanters, but later seen as deviating, to the extent that they needed to be separated. These sections in the Community Rule would then have been largely targeted against a particular outgroup.
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Let us go back to the beginning of the section. That the novice took the oath is usually taken as referring to the ingroup and outgroup distinction: ingroup members took the oath when coming together, whereas (presumably) the people ----- 47 There nevertheless remains the problem of the plural and singular: the people of injustice would have been referred to both by the plural ("they shall not touch") and the singular (one should not "eat with him"). Whether the latter sentence could have also been connected to the novice is uncertain, but conceivable: it would have banned the entrant from touching the purity of full members and from eating together with a member in the yahad (until granted full membership). 48 Hempel, "The Community and Its Rivals", 47-81, on pp. 52-4. 49 Hempel, "The Community and Its Rivals", 53, 57, 80: "physical and/or institutional closeness at one point" (p. 80). 50 A similar scenario has often been suggested for the "liar" figure and his company in the pesharim, e.g. F. García Martínez/A.S. van der Woude, "A 'Groningen' Hypothesis of Qumran Origins and Early History", RevQ 14 (1990) 521-41; L.H. Schiffman, Reclaiming the Dead Sea Scrolls: The History of Judaism, the Background of Christianity, the Lost Library of Qumran (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society, 1994), 232. However, the outgroup in S does not need to be an organized, competitive, or schismatic outgroup. The mere closeness in everyday interaction with these people was the cause for the need for separation. If the people of injustice remained in close proximity with the covenanters, with several points of continuing contact, separation was needed merely for the ingroup to preserve its sense of superiority and distinctiveness. of injustice did not. Whether this was a one-time occasion or repeated is not certain from this context (but cf. CD 15 where children take the oath when they come of age). However, what if the people of injustice also had taken the oath or been part of the fellowship but were seen as having broken it, due to some serious norm-deviance? How would the passage read then?
In this type of reading of the passage, the emphasis is on two directions that an ideal member is to follow: turning towards the torah, in the right counsel of the people of the yahad, and turning away from the people of injustice, who have committed some form of breach and are excluded from this council. Possibly there was a fear of being lured onto their suspicious path. 51 This type of reading may become more compelling if one reads the relative pronoun without the waw: This would indicate that people of injustice are separated from purity, so one should also be separated from them. Such people were then associated with vanity: they may have become part of the movement, but in truth they "do not know His covenant". Possibly their reintegration back into the movement had failed: they "despise His word". In this interpretation, the question arises, if these are people who can still re-enter full fellowship, or if they are lost cases, people who can no longer re-enter. The language of "injustice" in 1QS is associated both with the initial turning away from injustice upon admission (1QS 6:13-15) 54 and with repentance and cleansing of one's injustice when a ----- 51 Note that in CD 15:7-10, the rule on the oath is very similar to 1QS as regards turning to the torah; however, CD completely lacks the rule on separation.
52 See footnote 45 above. 53 The closest parallel is found in 1QS 8:17, which provides instruction on the re-entrance of a deviant member: before being cleansed "from all injustice ‫",)עול(‬ the deviant member must not touch the purity of the people of holiness ‫הקודש(‬ ‫אנשי‬ ‫בטהרת‬ ‫יגע‬ ‫.)אל‬ Cf. 1QS 6:16-17 regarding the rule on a novice (during the first year of the two years process): ‫הרבים‬ ‫בטהרת‬ ‫יגע‬ ‫;לוא‬ 1QS 7:19 rule on the reentrance of a deviant member (during the first year of the two-year process): ‫הרבים‬ ‫בטהרת‬ ‫יגע‬ ‫.לוא‬ 54 The more general statement also notes the separation from the people of injustice: "And when these are [in Israel,] they shall be separated fr[om the midst of the settlement of] the people [of injustice ‫העול(‬ ‫,)אנשי‬ in order to prepare the way of the Lord in the wilderness. This is the study of the Tor]ah…" (4Q258 frg. 3a-d 6-7, par. 1QS 8:12-15). member (1QS 8:16-19 55 ; 9:8-9 56 ). In a setting where members came together to meet, "membership" should not be understood as an on/off thing, proven by a "membership card", but rather as related to the sharing of property, the right of speech in decision-making, and the transfer of knowledge -i.e. participation in "doing politics" to varying degrees. The concerns of the whole passage reveal that contacts not only took place in (formal) assembly meetings and meals, but that everyday life included opportunities to mix with these people, exchange views, do business, and have a meal with them.
The above discussion suggests at least three options for the general framework of the passage: the passage speaks of a novice (especially if the twoyear process was followed) not yet in full fellowship standing and whose property and knowledge should thus not be mixed with that of the ingroup; the passage speaks of an outgroup, which has to be kept apart; or the passage speaks of deviant ingroup members who have possibly failed to be reintegrated back into the movement. Despite the ambiguities and incongruences of the passage, the general impression is that matters of separation have to do with material items associated with purity, concrete behaviour, and everyday practices. The shared knowledge acquired in the assemblies and the shared property enjoyed in the fellowship were not supposed to be accessible by any outsider or excluded insider. The outgroup homogeneity effect becomes pronounced at the end of the passage, as all those who stand outside this special sharing of knowledge and communion, are to be labelled as defiled in their works and possessions.
An even longer description about the people of injustice and what the separation entailed comes to the fore in 1QS. Any possible ambiguity is, to say the least, much weaker here: people of injustice are characterized as inherently the opposite of an ideal ingroup member and in no position to avoid judgment any longer. I have added titles to the four subsections in order to show their main contents:
(a) Entrants into covenant must separate from people of injustice who bring upon themselves the curses of the covenant
Each one who thus enters the covenant by oath is to separate himself from all of the people of injustice ( ‫מכ‬ ‫להבדל‬ ‫העול‬ ‫אנשי‬ ‫ול‬ ), they who walk in the wicked way, for such are not reckoned a part of His covenant. They "have not sought Him nor inquired of His statutes" (Zeph 1:6) so as to discover the hidden laws in which they err to their shame. Even the revealed laws they knowingly transgress, thus stirring God's judgmental wrath and full vengeance: the ----- 55 A parallel is found in 4QS d (4Q258) frgs. 3a-d 8-10. 56 A parallel is found in 4QS d (4Q258) frgs. 4a i and 4b 7-9. However, the sentence in 1QS 9:8-9 again is ambiguous, as the "people of rebellion who have failed to cleanse their path by separating from injustice ‫")עול(‬ could also be seen as outsiders. The passage again preserves several types of rules, which are woven together. The first section (a) contains the main accusation against the people of injustice: they are not interested in finding out God's will, and even when they know it, they do not hesitate to ignore it and go their own way. The second section (b) bans one 58 from entering into the same purification waters as the people of holiness, and it denies the efficacy of their purification in general. The third ----- 57 The context of the Exodus quotation refers to several offences of twisting justice against the poor and the innocent. 58 The addressee remains ambiguous here: is it a person belonging to the people of injustice, an insincere member (cf. 1QS 2:11-18), or a member refusing to enter with others (cf. 1QS 2:25b-3:12a)? Note the singular in comparison to the plural in the 4QS d version "they shall not touch" (see above).
section (c) again addresses a covenanter (or covenanter-to-be) and bans him from uniting with the people of injustice (although not explicitly named) in any matter connected to work, wealth, law, judgment, and meals. This section is notable for its many scriptural quotations. The fourth section (d) plays with the similarity of the words ‫עול‬ 'injustice' and ‫הבל‬ 'vanity', as did the parallel in 4QS d
, and it instructs a person of holiness to actively separate -not himself this time but non-covenanters; it is about the covenanter creating distance, not taking distance.
In comparison to the 4QS d version, sections (a) and (b) provide more information. 59 The characterization in section (a) gives further criteria for identifying whom to separate from and how to call them: the ignorant and the cursed. This emphasis strongly suggests seeing these people as outgroup members, inherently wicked and doomed. Separation is also ideological, not only physical or material. This sort of material in 1QS is often interpreted as later additions and reworkings. 60 If so, they provide extra evidence for the homogeneity effect and polarization of the outgroup. In the setting of 4QS d where an ingroup member would have been advised to be careful not to share communal treasures (knowledge and righteous sharing of property) with those who were not fully part of the movement, the ingroup member could have acknowledged at least some variation in the outgroup members' behaviour and standing. But when the separation came to be determined by the inherent properties of the outgroup members, ingroup members were more strongly invited to see the outsiders as all inherently and essentially the same.
Section (b) not only contains the ban on touching the purity of the people of holiness, as in 4QS d , but it explicates that the ban is about entering into their waters. 61 Differing from many translations, it is possible to again read here that the rule applies to the entrant into the covenant who is not yet a full member and is forbidden from entering the water with full members. The principle behind this is one according to which whoever breaks the rules must first repent and only then be re-established in his membership (1QS 7:18-21; 8:16-19). However, the last characterization in this section, "since impurity adheres to all -----who transgress His word", seems to take this one step further: the person does not repent because he is (inherently) impure. Thus this section is associated with the people of injustice who in the previous section were already seen as cursed by the covenant.
Besides scriptural quotations that emphasize the argument, section (c) also includes one significant element in comparison to 4QS d : the rule not "to take anything from them unless purchased". This seems to be a more lenient position, as noted by Hempel, 62 as every exchange with the people of injustice was not banned but buying was allowed. Another clear difference is that all the rules of separation are lumped together and addressed to one from the yahad, unlike in 4QS d where the first rules (regarding knowledge and judgment, work and wealth) were addressed to one from the yahad, and then the subsequent rule (regarding eating or taking) was for one of the people of holiness. 63 Instead, the people of holiness appear in 1QS in the last section (d). If there was once a distinction in the tradition between a novice and a full member, 64 at least in the 1QS version it does not appear to be present.
In conclusion, 4QS d is already seen as made up of several rules brought together into a new whole. It not only includes practical arrangements of whom to allow to participate in communal decision-making and provisions, but further essentialization and condemnation of the actions of outgroup/excluded ingroup members. 1QS contains even more markers towards this tendency: the community's neighbours were now labelled as people of injustice, who were painted as inherently ignorant and intentionally sinful, thus drawing curses upon themselves. They were also unable to purify themselves and repent, suspected of twisting justice, to be avoided in order not to bear their guilt, and they carried defilement and impurity in all their deeds and things. 65 Even though such labelling may have started with viewing ingroup deviant members more harshly than outgroup members, in an attempt to preserve the positive distinctiveness of the ingroup, it came to serve as the overall perception of outgroup members as clearly worth separating from. Thereafter, explicit rules regarding the deviant ingroup member (studied at the beginning) were designed to more clearly manage attitudes towards ingroup deviants in situations where outside relationships were already highly regulated but assembly rules and temporary exclusions were insufficient to address the problem of such deviants: intentional sinners were also found inside the movement 66 and even a senior member could fail to meet expectations.
Conclusions
This study has sought to understand the evidence of attitudes towards normdeviant behaviour in a setting where Qumran movement members most likely lived among non-members and former members. 67 The context in which separation from the "people of injustice" was demanded implied everyday interaction between covenanters and non-covenanters, which in normal circumstances meant doing business with them, having meals with them, exchanging views and opinions with them, etc. Problems could have arisen when ingroup members did not see the outgroup and ingroup members as sufficiently different as regards their following of the torah; perhaps interaction risked ownership of the right view on torah, either when ingroup deviants blurred the boundaries or when deserters threatened the legitimacy and positive distinctiveness of the ingroup.
The passages studied here provide some clues to understanding how ingroup members were meant to evaluate themselves and outgroup members in different situations, as well as what manuscripts like 4QS d and 1QS sought to do in managing the attitudes, opinions, and behaviour of ingroup members. In some other passages, deviance and separation do not play a similarly important role. For example, the famous characterization in 1QS 6 only outlines togetherness, not separation: "Together they shall eat, together they shall bless, together they shall exchange counsel" (1QS 6:2b-3a). Furthermore, the emphasis in many places is on the hierarchy among ingroup members (one is "more in" than some other members), not the distinction between ingroup and outgroup members. In this regard, the rules of separation from the people of injustice contributed to creating shared attitudes about outgroup members, accentuating their difference, and seeing all of them as equally avoidable. Discrimination towards outgroup members served the various purposes of creating a sense of virtual power, clear-cut and secure group identity, and confidence in the ingroup.
The exact person concerned in some of the passages studied here -novice, insincere member, deviant member, outsider -is not entirely clear. This ambiguity (or at least the similarity in the statements) suggests that such traditions were flexible and adjusted to various needs. The possibility that the ----- 66 The rule on intentional and unintentional sin was also part of the 4QS d tradition: 4QS d (4Q258) 3a-d 8-12; 4a i and 4b 1-3 preserves some words in parallel to the rules in 1QS 8:16-27. 67 To live as a celibate among fellow celibates in a closed environment is another matter than to live as a family member in a city or village but trying to remain segregated from others. The scholarly image of the Qumran movement has clearly moved from the first image more towards the second. designation "people of injustice" at some point or in some contexts referred to ingroup members (either those who were excluded for a period or expelled altogether) was explored here. It was found to be possible but not necessarily compelling in 4QS d and less likely for 1QS, where the people of injustice were portrayed as inherently possessing undesirable properties.
The ambiguity, however, may also suggest that separation was seen as never fully completed but a continuous process: first, a person had to learn the ideal of always turning to the torah and separating from those people who, doing the opposite, followed injustice. As one learned this, one also learned about the greater range of situations where this applied, and the greater variety of ingroup members and their ability to achieve these ideals. There is always anxiety about not finding neat categories in real life.
68 Such anxieties would have been addressed by a further outgroup homogeneity effect: seeing outgroup members as increasingly similar to each other, often in terms of their worst example, and thus perceiving their inner character as a permanent, natural essence of sinfulness and impurity.
In that kind of situation, the black sheep effect -seeing ingroup deviants more negatively than the corresponding outgroup members -produced tangible rules about how and when to punish the deviant member, in order to preserve the credibility of the ingroup and its being perceived as attractive as possible. These rules were interested not in separation, but rather the reintegration of the member who could be excused (unintentional sinner or junior member) and expulsion of the member who had no excuse (intentional sinner or senior member). The annual covenant ritual (1QS 1:1-3:12) may also be significant from this perspective. Even the deviant member was required to participate in the restoration of covenant relationship, repentance, and ranking -if he did not, he would be an outsider. Furthermore, the inclusion of the two spirits discourse in the S literature (1QS 3:13-4:26) added another unique and strong layer of perceiving humanity as divided into two distinct categories, as defined by their internal essences.
----- 68 That there was indeed a need to teach what separation meant is seen in the instructions found in the final section of 1QS (titled with ‫,למשכיל‬ 1QS 9:12-10:4) and the hymn in the first person (1QS 10:4-11:22): the ideal member "should conceal the counsel of the torah (4QS d reads "his counsel") when among the people of injustice ‫העול(‬ ‫")אנשי‬ (1QS 9:17) and "teach them to separate from everyone who fails to turn his way from injustice ( ‫הסר‬ ‫ולוא‬ ‫איש‬ ‫מכול‬ ‫והבדל‬ ‫דרכו‬ ‫מכול‬ ‫ע‬ ‫ול‬ )" (1QS 9:20-21).
